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Kuldip Singh, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of an order
of the Board of Immigration Appeals summarily affirming without opinion an

immigration judge’s (“1J”) denial of his applications for asylum and withholding of
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removal. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. Reviewing for substantial
evidence, see Rios v. Ashcroft, 287 F.3d 895, 899 (9th Cir. 2002), we deny the
petition for review.

Contrary to Singh’s contentions, we conclude that the 1J’s opinion is not
incomprehensible and the IJ made a finding of past persecution. Cf. Recinos De
Leon v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 1185, 1187 (9th Cir. 2004) (granting petition for
review because the 1J’s opinion was incomprehensible and the court was unable to
properly review the 1J’s decision without violating basic principles of judicial
review).

The government rebutted Singh’s presumed well-founded fear of future
persecution by submitting the Addendum to the India Country Profile dated July
1997 of the 2002 U.S. Department of State Country Report on India which states:
“[t]here is no evidence that Sikhs or Sikh particularists face harassment,
mistreatment or persecution merely on the basis of their religion or political
opinions.” See Gonzalez-Hernandez v. Ashcroft, 336 F.3d 995, 998 (9th Cir. 2003).
We conclude that the 1J made an individualized analysis of how changes in country
conditions will affect Singh. See Borja v. INS, 175 F.3d 732, 738 (9th Cir. 1999).

Because Singh has not established eligibility for asylum, it necessarily

follows that Singh does not qualify for withholding of removal. See Gonzalez-



Hernandez, 336 F.3d at 1001 (citing Ghaly v. INS, 58 F.3d 1424, 1429 (9th Cir.
1995)).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



